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his part Mr  Jinnah had approved it and, like Gandhiji gave   it   his
moral support and made his commitment subject to the Muslim Leagug^
Working Committee's approval.     If the matter is to be officially cfoiKi
sidered by the Working Committee of the League without support fronT
Mr Jinnah, there is no room for private negotiation and it is obvious-
ly the wisest course to bring public discussion to bear on the question
and let the League Working Committee consider it in the light of pub-
lic opinion.   Without Mr Jinnah's personal support, placing it before
the League Working Committee and disposing of it without reference,
to the public would have been unfair to the public and hardly done
justice to the scheme.
It has been stated by some that I have mental reservations in
making this offer to the League. This is an unfair aspersion. What
earthly gain can accrue to me out of my mental reservations when
terms clear as crystal have to be accepted or rejected by two public
organizations? The suspicion is childish.
If the phrase mental reservation is applied to describe the doubts
entertained by the critics as to the results of a plebiscite, it is a mis-
leading use of the term. I had never any mental reservations and
have none now. I am in dead earnest.
The right to be separate from the outset or to secede at any time
later or to reconfederate under conditions agreed to by both sides has
to be conceded. It does not mean that I myself desire separation.
But I wish to make the pepple of the Muslim arects feel that they are
free to make their choice. To call this a mental reservation is an
abuse of words.
Some persons have even gone to the length    of   suggesting that
Gandhiji's approval was not freely given or that it has been givemj
without full thought.   This is a suggestion beneath contempt.
World tendencies are towards integration rather than subdivision,
and the wisdom of uniting into big States and larger units and thereby
gaining strength is increasingly patent. But these points should be
put before the people to consider at the plebiscite. This has been pro-
vided in the scheme. To put them forward now as arguments for
denying the very right of self-determination is to perpetuate distrust
and as a result maintain the Hindu-Muslim deadlock and British domi-
nation over India. Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru has seen the point. I am
afraid that Sir Chimanlal Setalvad and Sir Vithal Chandavarkar
have not. United India can no doubt, as they say, pull her weight in
international affairs, but not a disunited India under British domination
with nothing but a map to show her boundaries.
It is strange that Pr Ajnbedfcar sjioujcf have   remarked   }-n   h|i'